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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to Applicant's Amendment, filed on 1 7 October 
2006. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 17 October 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Referring to claim 1,19, and 20, Applicant argued DaCosta dos not teach or 
suggest that identifying a first set of attribute occurrences in the template generated 
semi-structured document using an ontology and applying the pattern within the 
boundary of semi each multi-attribute data record in the template generated semi- 
structured document to extract a second set of attribute occurrences as claimed in 
claims 1 and 19 (Applicant's argument Page 12). 

In response to this argument, it is pointed out that DaCosta in view of Gardner 
teaches DaCosta in view of Gardner teaches the claimed limitations of claims 1,19, 
and 20. DaCosta in view of Gardner teaches identifying a first set of attribute 
occurrences in the template generated semi-structured document using ontology. 
DaCosta teaches identifying a first set of attribute occurrences in the template 
generated semi structured document as Considered in more detail, a snippet of relevant 
information on a web page or other web-accessible document contains structural, 
contents and formatting attributes. A salient feature of one preferred embodiment of 
the system in accordance with the present invention (referred to as WebLock) 
triangulates on these three attributes (structural, contents, and formatting) to find and 
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lock on the target data (DaCosta, Column 6 Line 1-14,). The method of DaCosta extracts 
these attributes (Column 6 Line 14-32, extraction instructions) employing artificial 
intelligence to perform pattern matching (DaCosta, Column 5 Line 55-67, Artificial 
Intelligence (Al) techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to sure that the 
relevant information will still be retrieved even if the page is modified). Gardner teaches 
using as in using an ontological approach (Gardner Paragraph 0048). Gardner teaches 
an ontology-based information management system and method wherein ontology is 
used to identify a set of attributes (Gardner Paragraph 0048, Paragraph 0049, and 
Paragraph 0051 , i.e., using an ontological approach) and a boundary of each multi- 
attribute data record in the template generated semi-structured document (Gardner 
Paragraph 0107, and Paragraph 0017-0019, i.e., pair wise distances between ontology 
terms measured using different distance measure). As such, the combination of 
DaCosta and Gardner teaches identifying a first set of attribute occurrences in the 
template generated semi-structured document using an ontology. 

Additionally, DaCosta teaches the limitation applying the pattern within the 
boundary of semi each multi-attribute data record in the template generated semi- 
structured document to extract a second set of attribute occurrences as in Artificial 
Intelligence (Al) techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to sure that the 
relevant information will still be retrieved even if the page is modified (DaCosta., Column 
5 Line 55-67,), triangulates on these attributes (structure, content and formatting) to find 
and lock on the target data (Column 6 Line 1-14), and extraction instructions (DaCosta, 
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Column 6 Line 14-32). As per claim 20, DaCosta in view of Gardner teaches the 
limitations 

"an ontology for identifying a first set of attribute occurrences in the template 
generated semi-structured document, the ontology comprising a set of concepts and a 
set of attributes associated with every concept" (Gardner Paragraph 0005, i.e., An 
ontology term may be a single named concept describing an object or entity, Paragraph 
0051 , i.e., An ontology may be used to enable effective syntactic and semantic mapping 
between arv£ number of different entities..); 

"a boundary module for determining a boundary of each multi-attribute data 
record in the template generated semi-structured document" (Gardner Paragraph 0107, 
i.e., pair wise distances between ontology terms measured using different distance 
measure and Paragraph 0017-0019. Particularly note that measuring pair wise 
distances between ontology terms creates a bound of each record.); and 

"a pattern module for learning a pattern for an attribute corresponding to an 
identified attribute occurrence of the first set in the template generated semi-structured 
document" (DaCosta et al., Column 5 Line 55-67, i.e. Artificial Intelligence (Al) 
techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to sure that the relevant 
information will still be retrieved even if the page is modified, Column 6 Line 1-14, i.e., 
..triangulates on these attributes (structure, content and formatting) to find and lock on 
the target data, and Column 6 Line 14-32, i.e., extraction instructions). 

Therefore, DaCosta in view of Gardner teaches the limitations of claims 1,19, 
and 20. 
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Applicant argues that Nowhere does DaCosta teach or suggest patent matching 
to extract attributes based on attribute occurrences identified using an ontology 
(Applicant's argument, Page 12). Again, it is pointed that DaCosta in view of Gardner 
teaches or suggest patent matching to extract attributes based on attribute occurrences 
identified using an ontology as Artificial Intelligence (Al) techniques can be utilized to 
enable pattern matching to sure that the relevant information will still be retrieved even if 
the page is modified (DaCosta., Column 5 Line 55-67), triangulates on these attributes 
(structure, content and formatting) to find and lock on the target data (DaCosta, Column 
6 Line 1-14), extraction instructions (DaCosta, Column 6 Line 14-32), An ontology term 
may be a single named concept describing an object or entity (Gardner Paragraph 
0005), An ontology may be used to enable effective syntactic and semantic mapping 
between any, number of different enf/'f/'esfGardner, Paragraph 0051 ). 

Applicant argued that nor an ontology for identifying a first set of attribute 
occurrences (Applicant's argument, Page 12-13). In response, it is pointed out that 
DaCosta in view of Gardner teaches said limitation as An ontology term may be a single 
named concept describing an object or entity CGardner Paragraph 0005); An ontology 
may be used to enable effective syntactic and semantic mapping between any number 
of different entities (Gardner, Paragraph 0051 ); and a snippet of relevant information on 
a web page or other web-accessible document contains structural, contents and 
formatting attributes. A salient feature of one preferred embodiment of the system in 
accordance with the present invention (referred to as WebLock) triangulates on these 
three attributes (structural, contents, and formatting) to find and lock on the target data 
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(DaCosta, Column 6 Line 1-1 4). Other limitation of claim 20 as taught by DaCosta in 
view of Gardner can be found in the part of this office action on claim 20. 

Therefore, DaCosta in view of Gardner teaches the limitations of claims 1,19, 
and 20. 

Applicant additionally argues that combined teachings of DaCosta and Gardner 
fail to teach or suggest applying two extraction techniques to a template generated 
semi-structured document for extracting a first and second set of attribute occurrences 
(Applicant's argument, Page 14). Please note the following teachings of DaCosta. 
DaCosta discloses that Considered in more detail, a snippet of relevant information on a 
web page or other web-accessible document contains structural, contents and 
formatting attributes. A salient feature of one preferred embodiment of the system in 
accordance with the present invention (referred to as WebLock) triangulates on these 
three attributes (structural, contents, and formatting) to find and lock on the target data 
(DaCosta, Column 6 Line 1-14/ Additionally, the method of DaCosta extracts these 
attributes (Column 6 Line 14-32, extraction instructions) employing artificial intelligence 
to perform pattern matching (DaCosta, Column 5 Line 55-67, Artificial Intelligence (Al) 
techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to sure that the relevant 
information will still be retrieved even if the page is modified). Gardner teaches using as 
in using an ontological approach (Gardner Paragraph 0048). As such, the method of 
DaCosta extracts attributes in the fist place (i.e., first set of attributes), and then applies 
Al techniques for pattern matching to semi-structured web documents to extract second 
set of attributes. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



3. 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new 
and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 



4. Claims 1-16 and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1-16 and 19-22, especially claims 1,19 and 20, are not statutory because 
the claims do not require any physical transformation and the invention as claimed does 
not produce a useful and tangible result in view of MPEP 2106 (IV)(C)(2)((B))((2))(a) 



5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 



1 MPEP (IV)(C)(2)((B))((2))(a) and (b): ; 

For an invention to be "useful" it must satisfy the utility requirement of section 101 . The USPTO's official interpretation of the utility 
requirement provides that the utility of an invention has to be (i) specific, (ii) substantial and (iii) credible. MPEP § 2107 and 
Fisher, 421 F.3d at 1372, 76 USPQ2d at 1230 (citing the Utility Guidelines with approval for interpretation of "specific" and 
"substantial"). In addition, when the examiner has reason to believe that the claim is not for a practical application that produces a 
useful result, the claim should be rejected, thus requiring the applicant to distinguish the claim from the three 35 U.S.C. 101 judicial 
exceptions to patentable subject matter by specifically reciting in the claim the practical application. In such cases, statements in the 
specification describing a practical application may not be sufficient to satisfy the requirements for section 101 with respect to the 
claimed invention. Likewise, a claim that can be read so broadly as to include statutory and nonstatutory subject matter must be 
amended to limit the claim to a practical application. In other words, if the specification discloses a practical application of a section 
101 judicial exception, but the claim is broader than the disclosure such that it does not require a practical application, then the 
claim must be rejected. 

The tangible requirement does not necessarily mean that a claim must either be tied to a particular machine or apparatus or must 
operate to change articles or materials to a different state or thing. However, the tangible requirement does require that the claim 
must recite more than a 35 U.S.C. 101 judicial exception, in that the process claim must set forth a practical application of that 
judicial exception to produce a real-world result. 



and (b) 1 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

6. Claim 1-10 and 14-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over DaCosta et al. (hereinafter "DaCosta") (U.S. Patent Number 6826553) in view of 
Gardner (U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0177112). 

Referring to claim 1 , DaCosta et al. teaches is directed to a method for extracting 
an attribute occurrence (DaCosta et al., Figure 1, Figure 3, and Column 5 Line 37-54) 
from template generated semi-structured document (DaCosta et al., Column 11 Line 33- 
50, Column 6 Line 14-31, i.e. stock quotes or weather data and Column 12 Line 5-14) 
comprising multi-attribute data records (DaCosta et al., Column 7 Line 55 through 
Column 8 Line 18, i.e. Referring first to form variations, XML encoding of a form 
provides key-value pairs of form parameters.) and teaches the limitations: 

"identifying a first set of attribute occurrences in the template generated semi- 
structured document " (DaCosta et al., Column 5 Line 55-67, i.e., Artificial Intelligence 
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(Al) techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to sure that the relevant 
information will still be retrieved even if the page is modified] Column 6 Line 1-14, i.e., 
..triangulates on these attributes (structure, content and formatting) to find and lock on 
the target data, and Column 6 Line 14-32, i.e., extraction instructions)] 

"learning a pattern for an attribute corresponding to an identified attribute 
occurrence of the first set in the template generated semi-structured document" 
(DaCosta et al. Column 6 Line 14-32, capable of performing some degree of learning)] 
and 

"applying the pattern in the template generated semi-structured document to 
extract a second set of attribute occurrences" (DaCosta et al. Column 6 Line 14-32, i.e., 
the extraction module 20 infers extraction rules and applies them to the remainder of the 
data in the web page or other web-based accessible document). 

DaCosta does not explicitly teach the limitations: "the boundary of teach multi- 
attribute data record" and "using an ontology". 

Gardner teaches the limitation: 

"the boundary of teach multi-attribute data record" (Gardner Paragraph 0107, i.e. 
pair wise distances between ontology terms measured using different distance measure 
and Paragraph 0017-0019) and 

and "using an ontology" (Gardner Paragraph 0048, i.e. using an ontological 
approach). Gardner teaches an ontology-based information management system and 
method wherein ontology is used to identify a set of attributes (Gardner Paragraph 
0048, i.e. using an ontological approach) and a boundary of each multi-attribute data 
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record in the template generated semi-structured document (Gardner Paragraph 0107, 
i.e. pair wise distances between ontology terms measured using different distance 
measure and Paragraph 0017-0019). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the ontology-based information 
management system and method of Gardner with the method and system for providing 
database functions for multiple Internet sources as taught by DaCosta et al. so that the 
combined method and system would identify a set of attribute occurrences in template- 
generated documents, determine a boundary of each multi-attribute data record in the 
said documents and employ the pattern of attributes within the said boundary of each 
multi-attribute data record in the template generated semi-structured document to 
extract a second set of attribute occurrences. One would have been motivated to do so 
in order to provide a particularly well-developed set of semantic relationships built into 
the ontology (Gardner Paragraph 0008). 

Referring to claim 2, Gardner teaches the limitation: 

"the step of providing a seed ontology prior to identifying the first set of attribute 
occurrences (search results of the ontology search Gardner in Paragraph 0089-0096 
and ontology-based search in Paragraph 01 14). 

Referring to claim 3, Gardner teaches the limitation: 
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"the ontology is one of a seed ontology" (Paragraph 0091 , i.e., one or more 
search strings of the ontological search) "and an enriched ontology" (Paragraph 0092- 
0093, i.e., the search results of the ontological search and Paragraph 0100).\ 

Referring to claim 4, Gardner teaches the limitation: 

"enriching the ontology with the second set of attributes occurrences" (Paragraph 
0105, i.e., The system may, in operation 624, augment an existing ontology with newly 
discovered terms to maximize the discriminable term coverage.). 

Referring to claim 5, DaCosta teaches the limiations: 
"wherein the pattern is a path abstraction expression, wherein the path 
abstraction expression is a regular expression that does not comprise a union operator, 
and a closure operator only applies to single symbols"(Column 7 Line 29-54, i.e., the 
recorded path" , and Column 9 Line 45-52,). 

Referring to claim 6, DaCosta teaches the limitations: 

"wherein learning the pattern for each attribute occurrence comprises: identifying 
the attribute occurrence in a data structure tree" (Column 12 Line 5-14, i.e., the system 
infers that the user wishes to further extract information 1160 using this parental 
hierarchy information)] and "determining the pattern of the attribute occurrence in the 
data structure tree" (Column 12 Line 5-61, i.e., parental hierarchy information 1130- 
1 140-1150 and Using Al techniques, the system of the present invention evaluates 
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parental information 1130-1 140-1 150 and 1170-1 180-1190 to determine a most likely 
pattern that the highlighted element 1150 and element 1160 cab be classified as 
satisfying and then finds the next element which matches that pattern, if any). 

Referring to claim 7, Gardner teaches the limitation: 

"further comprising the step of generalizing the pattern of the attribute occurrence 
prior to applying the pattern" (Paragraph 0105-0106, i.e., the system may combine 
multiple available ontologies into a single validated aggregate ontology). 

Referring to claim 8, DaCosta teaches the limitation: 

"wherein the pattern comprises elements including a location and a format of the 
attribute occurrence" (Column 6 Line 1-13, a snippet of relevant information on a web 
page or other web-accessible document contains structural, contents and formatting 
attributes). 

Referring to claim 9, DaCosta teaches the limitation: 

" wherein the elements are nodes in the data structure tree" (Column 12 Line 5- 
42, i.e., the lineage or ancestry tree matches" and Using Al techniques, the system of 
the present invention evaluates parental information 1130-1 140-1 150 and 1 1 70-1 180- 
11 90 to determine a most likely pattern that the highlighted element 1150 and element 
1160 cab be classified as satisfying and then finds the next element which matches that 
pattern, if any). 
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Referring to claim 10, DaCosta teaches the limitations: 

"further comprising resolving the ambiguities in the extracted attribute 

occurrences" (DaCosta et al., Column 9 Line 45-52, i.e., extraction module and Figure 

15) comprising": 

"identifying attribute occurrences in the template generated semi-structured 
document matching more than one pattern" (Column 5 Line 63-67, i.e., Artificial 
Intelligence (Al) techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to ensure that the 
relevant information will still be retrieved. Note that it is inherent that pattern 
occurrences are identified in any Al pattern matching); 

"determining a pattern that uniquely matches a given attribute occurrence and no 
other pattern uniquely matches the given attribute occurrence" (Column 5 Line 63-67, 
i.e., Artificial Intelligence (Al) techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to 
ensure that the relevant information will still be retrieved. Note that it is inherent in any 
Al pattern matching that a pattern that uniquely matches a given occurrence is 
determined); and 

"eliminating matches between the given attribute occurrence and another pattern 
that matches the given attribute occurrence and at least one other attribute occurrence" 
(Column 5 Line 63-67, i.e., Artificial Intelligence (Al) techniques can be utilized to 
enable pattern matching to ensure that the relevant information will still be retrieve"). 
Note that it is inherent in any Al pattern occurrences that are not unique are eliminated. 
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Referring to claim 14, DaCosta in view of Gardner teaches the limitations: 

"providing a tree of a page" (DaCosta et al., Column 5 Line 23-29, i.e., the 
Document Object Model (DOM) of an document and Column 12 Line 5-14, i.e., the 
system infers that the user wishes to further extract information 1160 using this parental 
hierarchy information) "and a set of attribute names of a concept of the ontology" 
(DaCosta, Figure 1, Figure 3, and Column 5 Line 37-54 and Gardner Paragraph 0048, 
i.e. using an ontological approach, Paragraph 0049, and Paragraph 0051); 

"marking a node in the tree by a set of attributes present in a subtree rooted at 
the node" (DaCosta, Column 12 Line 5-42, i.e. the lineage or ancestry tree matches and 
Using Al techniques, the system of the present invention evaluates parental information 
1 130-1 140-1 150 and 1170-1 180-1190 to determine a most likely pattern that the 
highlighted element 1150 and element 1160 cab be classified as satisfying and then 
finds the next element which matches that pattern, if any)] 

"determining a set of maximally marked nodes in the tree" (Gardner Paragraph 
01 07, i.e., pair wise distances between ontology terms measured using different 
distance measure, Paragraph 0105, i.e. establish a maximum set of ontological terms, 
and Paragraph 001 7-001 9); 

"determining a page type" (Gardner Paragraph 0093-0094 and 0089, i.e., A 
user's background/profile is determined to determine the kind of page to be searched. ); 
and 

"extracting a boundary according to the page type" (Gardner Paragraph 0104). 



Application/Control Number: 10/658,312 . Page 15 

Art Unit: 2162 

Referring to claim 15, Gardner teaches the limitation: 

"wherein the page type is one of a home page and a referral page" (Gardner 
Paragraph 0089). Note that the method of Gardner could identify a home page 
depending on the background/profile of the user and, inherently could refer to other 
pages. 

Referring to claim 16, DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner teaches the limitations: 
"determining a maximally marked node with a highest score among the set of 
maximally marked nodes in the tree" (Gardner, Paragraph 0105, i.e. establish a 
maximum set of ontological terms) ; 

"determining whether the tree comprises a single-valued attribute" (DaCosta et 
al., Column 5 Line 23-29, i.e., the Document Object Model (DOM) of an document ; 
Gardner Paragraph 0005, i.e., An ontology term may be a single named concept 
describing an object or entity; Gardner, Paragraph 0051 , i.e. , An ontology may be used 
to enable effective syntactic and semantic mapping between any number of different 
entities.... ; DaCosta Figure 9 wherein single-value/multi-value attributes are presented 
in the record table; and DaCosta et al. Column 11 Line 61 through Column 12 Line 5); 

"determining values of the single-marked attribute upon determining the single- 
valued attribute" (DaCosta Figure 9 wherein single-value/multi-value attributes are 
presented in the record table and DaCosta, Column 11 Line 61 through Column 12 
Line 5); 
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"determining whether the tree comprises a multiple-valued attribute" (DaCosta et 
al., Column 5 Line 23-29, i.e. the Document Object Model (DOM) of an document , 
DaCosta Figure 9 wherein single-value/multi-value attributes are presented in the 
record table, and DaCosta et al. Column 1 1 Line 61 through Column 12 Line 5); and 

"determining values of the multiple-marked attribute upon determining the 
multiple-valued attribute" (DaCosta Figure 9 wherein single-value/multi-value attributes 
are presented in the record table, and DaCosta et al. Column 1 1 Line 61 through 
Column 12 Line 5). 

Claim 19 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1. 

Referring to claim 20, DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner teaches the limitations: 
"an ontology for identifying a first set of attribute occurrences in the template 
generated semi-structured document, the ontology comprising a set of concepts and a 
set of attributes associated with every concept" (Gardner Paragraph 0005, i.e., An 
ontology term may be a single named concept describing an object or entity, Paragraph 
0051 , i.e., An ontology may be used to enable effective syntactic and semantic mapping 
between any number of different entities..); 

"a boundary module for determining a boundary of each multi-attribute data 
record in the template generated semi-structured document" (Gardner Paragraph 0107, 
i.e., pair wise distances between ontology terms measured using different distance 
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measure and Paragraph 0017-0019. Particularly note that measuring pair wise 
distances between ontology terms creates a bound of each record.); and 

"a pattern module for learning a pattern for an attribute corresponding to an 
identified attribute occurrence of the first set in the template generated semi-structured 
document" (DaCosta et al. f Column 5 Line 55-67, i.e. Artificial Intelligence (Al) 
techniques can be utilized to enable pattern matching to sure that the relevant 
information will still be retrieved even if the page is modified, Column 6 Line 1-14, i.e., 
..triangulates on these attributes (structure, content and formatting) to find and lock on 
the target data, and Column 6 Line 14-32, i.e., extraction instructions). 

Referring to claim 21 , DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner teaches the limitations: 
"wherein the pattern is applied within the boundary of each multi-attribute data 
record in the template generated semi-structured document to extract a second set of 
attribute occurrences" (DaCosta et al. Column 6 Line 14-32, i.e., the extraction module 
20 infers extraction rules and applies them to the remainder of the data in the web page 
or other web-based accessible document and Gardner Paragraph 0107, i.e. pair wise 
distances between ontology terms measured using different distance measure and 
Paragraph 0017-0019). 

Referring to claim 22, DaCosta teaches the limitation: 
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"wherein the database of multi-attribute data records is stored on a server 
connected to the adaptive search engine application across a communications network" 
(Figure 22: Smart Server and Web Folders and Column 18 Line 8-25). 



7. Claim 1 1 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
DaCosta in view of Gardner and further in view of Oommen (U.S. Patent Application 
Publication Number 2003/01 95890). 

Referring to claim 1 1 , DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner explicitly disclose the 
limitation: "learning positive examples of the attribute and learning negative examples of 
the attribute". 

Oommen teaches the limitation: 

"learning positive examples of the attribute and learning negative examples of the 
attribute" (Paragraph 00198, Paragraph 0078-0085, and Paragraph 0116-0117, i.e., If 
the test in block 800 returns a negative answer and if the test in block 800 returns a 
positive answer). Oommen teaches a method and system for comparing the closeness 
of a target tree to other trees wherein learning pattern comprises learning positive 
examples and negative examples (Oommen, Paragraph 00198, Paragraph 0078-0085, 
and Paragraph 01 1 6-01 1 7). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the feature of comparing closeness of trees as taught 
by Oommen to the method and system of DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner as applied 
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to claim 1 above so that, in the combined method and system, the learning pattern 
would comprise learning positive examples of the attribute and learning negative 
examples of the attribute. One would have been motivated to do so in order to provide 
solution for "all string, substring and subsequence recognition algorithms" as well as " a 
solution to all tree, subtree and subsequence tree recognition problems (Oommen, 
Paragraph 0061). 

Referring to claim 1 3, DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner and further in view of 
Oommen as applied above with regard to claim 1 1 discloses the invention as claimed. 
DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner and further in view of Oommen is directed to the 
method for claim 1, wherein learning the pattern for an attribute corresponding to an 
identified attribute occurrence of the first set in the template generated semi-structured 
document comprises learning negative examples of the attribute, wherein the negative 
examples are positive examples of other attributes (Oommen, Paragraph 00198). In the 
method of Oommen, it is inherent that if a positive answer is returned for an occurrence, 
a negative answer will be returned for a different occurrence. 

8. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DaCosta 
et al. in view of Gardner and further in view of Oommen and further in view of Bruno 
("Efficient Creation of Statistics over Query Expressions" by Nicolas Bruno and Surajit 
Chaudhuri, ICDE 2003: Bangalore, India, March 5-8 2003, 
http://www.cs.brown.edu/courses/cs227/Papers/AutoAdmin/buildsits.pdf ) 



Application/Control Number: 10/658,312 Page 20 

Art Unit: 2162 

Referring to claim 12, DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner and further in view 
Oommen teaches the limitation: 

"determining common supersequence for identified attribute occurrences 
corresponding to the attribute, wherein identified attribute occurrences are positive 
example of the attribute" (Oommen, Paragraph 0316, i.e., The method of the invention 
can search for the pattern where the pattern sought is distributed over a larger 
supersequence as ... and Paragraph 00198, Paragraph 0078-0085, and Paragraph 
01 16-01 17, i.e., If the test in block 800 returns a negative answer and if the test in block 
800 returns a positive answer). 

DaCosta et al. in view of Gardner and further in view Oommen not explicitly 
disclose the limitation: "determining a generalized supersequence by generalizing each 
term in the common supersequence; and determining, for each term of the generalized 
supersequence, where a term can be de-generalized". 

On the other hand, Bruno teaches the limitation: 

"determining a generalized supersequence by generalizing each term in the 
common supersequence; and determining, for each term of the generalized 
supersequence, where a term can be de-generalized" (Bruno, Page 8 Column 1 Line 6 
through Column 2 Line 39). 

Bruno teaches a method for generalizing shortest common supersequence 
wherein terms in common supersequence are generalized. (Bruno, Page 8 Column 1 
Line 6 through Column 2 Line 39). Additionally, it is inherent whether a term in a 
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common supersequence can be degeneralized can be determined employing this 
method. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of generalizing terms in common 
supersequence as taught by Bruno to the method and system of DaCosta et al. in view 
of Gardner and further in view of Oommen as applied to claim 1 1 so that the resultant 
method and system would comprise determining a common sequence for identified 
attribute occurrences, determine a generalized supersequence, and determine whether 
a term in the generalized supersequence can be degeneralized. One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to "adder the optimization problem" (Bruno, Page 6, Column 
2 Line 10-13). 
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Conclusion 

9. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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